Subjects read stories containing pairwise sentiment relationships among four people. The stories were either complete (all six relationships stated) or incomplete (only four relationships stated). When complete they were either balanced or imbalanced; when incomplete they were either balanceable or nonbalanceable. After reading two stories, subjects attempted to recall whether each relationship had been presented, and if so which sentiment was involved. Generally, subjects recalled balanced stories better. However, subjects sometimes recalled pairwise sentiments not stated in the (incomplete) stories. For balanceable stories those misrecalls balanced triads containing them; for nonbalanceable stories they imbalanced triads containing them. The data supported an encoding model for the storage of social information rather than a model positing a generalized drift toward balance.
This article intends to investigate the manner in which social information is stored in and retrieved from memory. In particular, we examine memory for social information denned by the "balance" principle. Constructive encoding models are compared with models positing a general drift (in memory) toward balance. Heider (1946 Heider ( , 1958 formulated the principle of structural balance. According to balance theory, a particular system of relations may be in one of two states. A balanced state is one in which the relations "fit together harmoniously; there is no stress toward change" (Heider, 1958, p. 201 ). An imbalanced state, on the other hand, is assumed to be disharmonious and unstable. For example, the sentiments among three people (a triad) may be denned by three interpersonal relations. Triads containing three positive relations, or one positive and two negative relations, are denned as balanced. Triads containing one negative and two positive relations, or three negative relations, are denned as imbalanced (although the last case is considered to be somewhat ambiguous). For groups larger than three, a totally balanced structure results when all the triads are balanced.
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Heider posited a "force" or tendency to change imbalanced structures into balanced ones. Therefore, people should tend to misrecall certain relations so as to convert a presented imbalanced structure into a recalled balanced structure. Consequently, balanced situations should be more accurately recalled than imbalanced situations. Note that the prediction of a generalized change in the direction of balance does not specify where in the total memory process the alterations might be occurring.
Recently, there has been a reorientation of views about balance theory (cf. Bear, Note 1; Cottrell, Note 2; Crockett, Note 3). Rather than a force leading to change, it has been depicted as a principle which deals with the cognitive organization of social structures. In this context, the balance principle is viewed as a rule used in processing, storing, retrieving, and decision making about social information. Several models of this type may be specified. For example, a constructive encoding notion would propose that individuals build up a cognitive structure while storing the information. Social relationships would be incorporated into the existing structure as they were encountered. Other views might hold that better recall of balanced structures could be due to a change in the memory trace between the storage and retrieval of the information, or to recall errors selectively introduced during the course of retrieval. There might also be biases introduced after re-758 trieval and during decision making. The present study was designed to discover some basic facts about recall of social structures and to take some initial steps in distinguishing among these various possibilities.
A second proposition by Heider is most important for the present research. It asserts the principle of "induction of relations and equifinality," which states that given an incomplete structure (i.e., one in which only some of the possible relations exist), there is a tendency to induce new relations so as to produce balance. The present study tests this proposition directly.
The three methods most commonly used to examine balance theory are the following: pleasantness-tension, prediction, and pairedassociate learning. In the first procedure, subjects are presented balanced and imbalanced structures and are asked to rate each for its pleasantness or unpleasantness (e.g., Jordan, 1953; Morrissette, 1958; Price, Harburg, & Newcomb, 1966) . This method is derived from Heider's implication that imbalanced states produce tension and consequently should be rated less pleasant than balanced structures. While the results generally support these predictions, discrepancies have been observed. Jordan (1966) has noted that the pleasantness-tension method may be irrelevant for studying balance theory. He argued that balance theory should be concerned with what is structurally required and appropriate rather than with what is positively valent and pleasant. Crockett (Note 3) has made a similar point by indicating that even though a balanced state is assumed to be one in which the relations fit together harmoniously, "harmoniousness" does not necessarily translate into "pleasantness."
In the prediction method, subjects are presented with incomplete structures and they are required to predict the unspecified relation (e.g., De Soto & Kuethe, 1959; Morrissette, 1958) . According to Heider's principle of induction of relations and equifinality, subjects should tend to predict relations so as to complete the structure in a balanced way. This prediction is generally supported by the data. However, these two methods are obviously inadequate for studying the storage and structure of social information since no coding or memory is required.
The third method stems from Heider's (1958) statement that balanced situations should be better remembered. Most studies (e.g., Rubin & Zajonc, 1969; Zajonc & Burnstein, 1965a , 1965b Zajonc & Sherman, 1967) have used the anticipation method of the paired-associates learning procedure. Structures are broken down into pairs of people (the stimuli) and the relationships between them (the responses). Usually this method has not supported the predictions of balance theory. In any event, the method suffers from several shortcomings. First, subjects usually do not receive all the pairs from each structure separately and thus may not be able to organize the relationships into their discrete structures (cf. Press, Crockett, & Rosenkrantz, 1969; Crockett, Note 3) . Second, subjects in studies using the pairedassociate procedure are frequently asked to learn a great deal of information and may be under extreme cognitive overload. In such a case, principles such as balance may not be used to structure the relationships.
Other procedures have also been used to investigate balance. Cottrell (Note 2), for example, studied balance as a conceptual unit by employing a "reception paradigm." On each learning trial a total of 16 different social structures were individually presented. Subjects attempted to classify each structure into one of two available categories according to a rule known to the experimenter but not told to subjects. After each classification response, the subject was given immediate feedback and the trials were continued until the subject reached a criterion of consecutive correct responding. Cottrell tested several different classification rules, one of which was the balance rule. He hypothesized that since, according to Heider, people frequently classify social situations according to the balance principle, it is a conceptual rule that should be highly available for use. In general, the results indicated that rules involving a smaller number of relevant dimensions were learned faster. Further, when compared to other rules involving the same number of dimensions the balance rule was found easier to use. This latter relationship seems to be reversed for nonsocial stimuli. Shepard, Hovland, and Jenkins (1961) , for example, found that a three-dimensional rule corresponding to the balance type was more difficult to use when the stimuli were nonsocial than were other rules involving the same number of relevant dimensions.
The memory approach used in the present study was based on other research which has provided valuable insights into schemas in memory. Bransford and Franks (1971) presented sets of sentences to subjects with each set expressing some single complex idea. A memory procedure was used in which test sentences were presented and subjects were to indicate whether each sentence was identical to one of those given during acquisition. Bransford and Franks found that as long as the test sentence presented for recognition did not contradict the semantic relations of the original sentences, subjects said the test sentence was identical to one of those previously presented. They interpreted these results to indicate that subjects tend to integrate related semantic components and store the resulting complex idea (although they do not provide an adequate description of exactly what it is that is stored). This evidence along with the findings of Bransford, Barclay, and Franks (1972) suggested that subjects impose schemas representing some "cognitive knowledge of the world" upon the input and then store the result.
In an attempt to specify more adequately what is stored in this type of situation, Potts (1972) investigated the cognitive organization of logical relationships by employing relations such as "older than" and "better liked than." Subjects were given information sufficient to imply a linear ordering of the form A > B > C > D. Such an ordering can be broken down into six pairs of terms, three of which are necessary to establish the ordering (the "adjacent" pairs: A > B, B > C, C> D) while the other three are redundant in that they can be deduced from the adjacent pairs. Subjects were given either the three adjacent pairs or all six pairs and then given a recognition test for all six pairs. Potts found that the relations were learned by arranging the terms serially and then storing this arrangement, regardless of whether only the three adjacent pairs, or all six pairs, had been presented. For example, subjects best remembered A > D, even when A > D had not been presented, but had to be inferred from the pairs A > B, B > C, and C> D. In other words, subjects seemed to build up in memory a conceptual structure independent of the manner in which information was presented. This conclusion is consistent with those of Bransford and Franks (1971) and Bransford et al. (1972) . Potts has thus shown that logical linear orderings can serve as an organizing principle behind schema in human memory. In this article we attempt to see whether the balance principle can act similarly as a fundamental principle underlying the storage of social structures in memory.
The present study used a memory procedure similar to the one used by Potts. Subjects were presented with two four-person social structures made up of sentiment relations. Each structure was presented in story context. A complete structure consisted of the presentation of all six possible sentiment relations among the four people. The complete structure was either balanced or imbalanced. Incomplete structures were created by eliminating two of the relationships from one of the corresponding complete structures and were either potentially balanceable or nonbalanceable. Following the study periods, subjects were given a recall task.
This procedure allows certain predictions to be made. First, if balanced situations are easier to recall, as Heider suggested, subjects should make fewer errors during the recall of those relationships than ones from the imbalanced situation. On the other hand, Heider's view seems to suggest that every relationship in an imbalanced structure should be affected and therefore remembered more poorly. A constructive encoding model could predict that recall of the first few relationships presented (i.e., before any imbalancing information is received) is at a different level than the relationships presented after the imbalancing information.
Second, consider the cases when subjects mistakenly complete (in recall) the incomplete structures. If we assume Heider's principle of induction of relations and equifinality and his statement that all systems tend toward balance no matter what their starting state, then subjects should tend to complete both the balanceable and the nonbalanceable structures in a balanced way. For the nonbalanceable structure this should take the form of balancing the incomplete triads when possible. A different prediction arises from memory models for balance. Cottrell (Note 2) has shown that individuals can classify social situations as being balanced or imbalanced. Since the only complete triad in the nonbalanceable structure is already imbalanced, subjects may encode this structure as being a type of "imbalanced" situation or one which is not socially logical. At the time of retrieval they may recall this fact and use it to bias their responses (i.e., they may try to generate triads which are imbalanced). Thus, in opposition to the notion of a generalized tendency toward balance in storage and retrieval which predicts subjects will always tend to balance incomplete triads, this view of balance theory suggests that subjects tend to imbalance the incomplete triads from nonbalanceable structures.
METHOD Subjects
A total of 224 introductory psychology students participated in the experiment to satisfy one of the 3 hours of suggested experimental participation. Eight subjects were eliminated from the data analysis for failure to follow instructions correctly, leaving 216 subjects. One hundred forty-four subjects took part in Experiment 1 and 72 subjects in Experiment 2 about a month later.
Materials
Four different four-person social structures were used. Their general form appears in Figure 1 . Each is based on reciprocated sentiment relations (i.e., "like each other" or "dislike each other"). Two of the structures are complete with all six of the relationships present. One of these structures is balanced and the other imbalanced. Both contain three like and three dislike relationships. The remaining two structures are incomplete. These were created by eliminating one like and one dislike relationship from each complete structure, with the same two relationships eliminated in both cases. The balanceable incomplete structure can therefore be completed in a balanced way by supplying the appropriate missing relationships. The nonbalanceable structure, on the other hand, cannot be balanced by completion because the B-C-D triad is already imbalanced (see Figure 1 ). Two interesting and somewhat humorous stories of approximately 350 words in length were constructed so as to provide a context in which to present the structures. Each story described a situation which required some type of interaction among the four people. One of the stories involved male astronauts and the other female jurors.
1 Short, distinctive descriptions of each person were presented within the story setting. These descriptions were arranged in the following order of presentation: D, C, B, A (see Figure 1) . In order to make the characters distinguishable, the name of each person reflected his or her description in some way (e.g., "Mrs. Tart" was a baker). Each person's relationship to the other people previously described in the story was presented following that person's description (except in the case of incomplete structures where two of the six relationships were left unstated). The relationships were presented so as to alternate between like and dislike relations for all structures. Alternation of sign (to guard against biases such as positivity) necessitated slightly different orders of presentation for the relationships from different structures. 
Procedure
Subjects participated in the experiment in six large groups of approximately 40 each, Booklets were constructed and distributed to subjects. Each booklet included both types of story formats. Experiment 1. One story contained a complete structure, while the other story contained an incomplete structure. One-half of the subjects received one balanced and one nonbalanceable structure, while the remaining one-half received one imbalanced and one balanceable structure (n = 72 in each). The order of presentation of the structures and the story format in which each appeared were both counterbalanced.
The initial instructions to subjects stated that they would be given 8 minutes per story in order to read and try to remember as much as possible about them. They were not told to focus especially upon the social information. After the presentation of each story, subjects solved arithmetic problems for 2 minutes to eliminate the possibility of retrieval from short-term memory. After the second set of problems, the final instructions were presented and a set of test questions was given. Pairs of names were presented, and each subject was to indicate either that the story stated the two people liked each other, disliked each other, or that nothing was stated about their relationship. Relationships from the first of the two stories that each subject read were always presented first in the recognition task. All the pairs were printed on one page, and the subject could answer in any order he saw fit.
2 Experiment 2. The procedure for the second experiment was identical to Experiment 1 in all respects except that each booklet contained two incomplete stories, one balanceable, and one nonbalanceable. Presentation order, story format, and other details were counterbalanced as in Experiment 1.
RESULTS

Proportion Correct
Experiment 1. Analyses of variance showed story format to have no main effects and no interactions; hence all subsequent data and analyses are lumped over this factor. Table 1 gives the probability of correct recall for the complete structures. A correct response was denned as responding like for a like relation or dislike for a dislike relation. Table 2 gives similar data for the incomplete structures. In this case, a correct response was defined as responding like for a like relation, dislike for a dislike relation, or nothing stated for a relation not presented.
Since all subjects received one type of complete and one type of incomplete structure, interactions which involved the type of structure would be difficult to interpret. Consequently, the data from the complete and incomplete structures were analyzed separately. However, a t test was performed to determine, in general, whether complete or incomplete structures were remembered better. This test indicated that subjects were more accurate in recalling the complete than the incomplete structures-proportions correct were .786 and .728, respectively; * (143) = 2.61, p < .OS.
3 Table 1 shows that relationships from the balanced structure were recalled better than those from the imbalanced structure. This difference was significant as revealed by a 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance-Type of Structure X Order of Structure Presentation X Type of Sentiment Relation; F(l, 140) = 6.75, p < .05. None of the other main effects nor any of the interactions were significant, A 2 X 2 X 3 analysis of variance (Type of Structure X Order of Structure Presentation X Type of Relation) was performed on the data from incomplete structures ( Table 2) . Two of the main effects were significant. First, the type of relationship to be remembered affected recall accuracy. Dislike relationships were most accurately remembered, while unstated relationships were least accurately recalled, F(2, 280) = 6.54, p < .01. Second, relationships which were presented in the second story were remembered better than those presented in the first story, F(l, 140) = 10.41, p < .01. There was no overall effect of structure type (F < 1).
In Table 2 , the main effects were largely due to two factors: (a) poorer performance on relationships not presented for the balanceable than for the nonbalanceable structure when presented first in order; and (b) poorer performance on the like relation for the nonbalanceable than for the balanceable structure when presented second in order. These factors also contribute to the interactions. There was a significant Structure X Relation interaction, F(2, 280) = 4.17, p < .05. When the structure was balanceable, the like and dislike relations were remembered correctly more often than when the structure was nonbalanceable. On the other hand, more errors were made for the balanceable structure on the relationships which were not presented. However, the effect was fairly small: Three planned comparisons showed that the differences between the balanceable and nonbalanceable structures for the like, F(l, 142) = 1.74, dislike (F < 1), or nothing stated, F(l, 142) = 2.72, p < .11, relations failed to reach significance when considered separately. Two other interactions, both involving order, were also significant. First, the significant Order X Relation interaction, F(2, 280) = 11.72, p < .01, reflects the fact that the like relation was remembered equally well in the first and second structure, the dislike relation was remembered somewhat better when it appeared in the second structure; while the relationships not presented were remembered much better when they appeard in the second structure presented. Second, the Order X Structure interaction was significant, F(l, 140) = 4.03, p < .05. Subjects made many more errors in recalling the balanceable structure when it was presented first rather than second (due largely to the nothing stated category). On the other hand, there was only a slight decrement for the nonbalanceable structure when it appeared first in order. The three-way interaction was not significant, F(2, 280) =2.ll,p> .10. Experiment 2. Story format and order had little effect (t < 1) and these factors were not considered further in this analysis. Table 3 gives the probability of correct recall for the two incomplete structures and the three types of relations. A 2 X 3 analysis of variance (Type of Structure X Type of Relation) was performed on the data presented in Table 3 . -^\ % Subjects, in general, made fewer errors on the balanceable structure, F(l, 71) = 8.58, p < .01. In addition, there was a significant Structure X Relation interaction, F(2, 142) = 3.40, p < .05. A * test indicated that actually presented relationships were remembered more accurately when the structure was balanceable, t (71) = 3.14, p < .01, while the difference for the nonpresented relationships was not significant, t (71) = 1.14, p > .10. The advantage was very large for the dislike relationship (.18) and smaller for the like relationship (.06).
Relationship Presentation Order within Story
Experiment 1. For the complete structures, the mean proportions correct for structure type and order of relationships presentation are displayed in the upper panel of Figure 2 . A 2X2x6 analysis of variance (type of Structure X Order of Structure Presentation X Order of Relationship Presentation) on the complete structures indicated that subjects, in general, made fewer errors on the first two relationships presented than on the remaining four relationships, F(S, 700) = S.07, p < .01. In fact, the effect was solely due to the imbalanced structure, reflected in the significant Structure Type X Relationship Presentation Order interaction, F(5, 700) = 3.23, p < .01.
For the incomplete structures, the mean proportions correct for structure type and order of relationship presentation are displayed in the middle panel of Figure 2 . A 2 X 2X4 analysis of variance (Type of Structure X Order of Structure Presentation X Order of Relationship Presentation) was performed on the data from the incomplete structures. (Relationships not presented were, of course, not included in this analysis but will be dealt with below.) This analysis indicated a significant main effect for relationship presentation order, F(3, 420) = 10.19, p < .01. This was due to subjects making excessive errors in the third presentation position for the nonbalanceable story. This led to a significant interaction between structure type and order of relationship presentation, F(3, 420) = S.9S, p < .01.
Experiment 2. The mean proportion correct for structure type and order of relationship presentation are displayed in the lower panel of Figure 2 . A 2X4 analysis of variance (Type of Structure X Order of Relationship Presentation) was performed. There was a significant main effect for order of relationship presentation, F(3, 213) = S.08, p < .01. This result, however, must be interpreted in terms of the significant Structure Type X Re-lationship interaction, ^(3, 213) = 2.70, p < .05. The lower panel of Figure 2 shows that there was little difference between balanceable and nonbalanceable structures on the first two relationships presented, while the nonbalanceable structure was much inferior for the third and fourth relationships presented.
Responses Made to Relationships Not Presented (Incomplete Structures)
Experiments 1 and 2. For relationships which were left unstated, subjects could mistakenly think they were actually presented; furthermore, these errors could be of two types: liking or disliking. The first analysis considers the structures as presented. For the balanceable structure, the number of times these errors balanced the structure were compared with the number of times these errors led to an imbalanced structure.
Referring to the balanceable structure in Figure 1 , an error in the direction of balance was said to occur in the following cases (remember A-C and A-B were not actually presented):
1. A-B misrecalled as like, A-C recalled as not having been presented.
2. A-B recalled as not having been presented, A-C misrecalled as dislike.
3. A-B misrecalled as like, A-C misrecalled as dislike.
In a similar fashion, an error in the direction of imbalance was said to occur in the following cases:
1. A-B misrecalled as dislike, A-C recalled as not having been presented.
2. A-B recalled as not having been presented, A-C misrecalled as like.
3. A-B misrecalled as dislike, A-C misrecalled as like.
There were 36 instances of these two types of errors for the balanceable incomplete structure in Experiment 1. In 29 instances subjects misremembered the relationship (s) in the direction of balance and in 7 instances in the direction of imbalance, x 2 (1) = 13.44, p < .01. As a control for response bias, the errors in the nonbalanceable structure for the nonpresented relations were analyzed in exactly the same way, although of course, none of the responses could actually balance the structure. Of the 27 such instances, 14 were of the first type, while 13 were of the second ty P e, x 2 (i)<i. The results of Experiment 2 were analyzed in exactly the same way. Of the 25 cases of errors on the relationships not presented, 17 were in the direction of balance and 8 were in the direction of imbalance for the balanceable structure, x 2 (1) = 3.24, p < .10. Again as a check for response bias, errors for the nonbalanceable structure were analyzed in the same way. Of the 28 such instances, 13 were of the first type and 15 were of the second ty P e,x 2 (l)<l.« Given that a bias toward the responses which balance the balanceable stories does not appear for the nonbalanceable stories, we next attempted to see whether a bias toward imbalance exists. In similar fashion to that used for the balanceable stories, we defined responses for the nonbalanceable stories which balanced or imbalanced triads containing an unstated link. The whole story of course could not be balanced, so balanced and imbalanced responses were defined solely in terms of the triads involving the links not stated. The results for Experiment 1 showed 14 errors in the direction of imbalance and 7 in the direction of balance. The results for Experiment 2 showed 15 errors in the direction of imbalance and 14 in the direction of balance. These results for the nonbalanceable stories appear to be, if anything, opposite to those for the balanceable stories. For balanceable stories, subjects made responses to nonstated links in the direction of balance; for nonbalanceable stories they made responses to nonstated links in the direction of imbalance.
To verify further these findings, the next analysis considered triads which the subject actually produced (without regard to the links originally presented). Analysis is restricted to triads containing just one nonpresented relationship. Each incomplete structure contained two such triads: the A-B-D triad and the A-C-D triad (see Figure 1 ). Since both of these triads are incomplete, they are neither balanced nor imbalanced. In this analysis, however, balance was denned by the actual responses subjects gave during retrieval, regardless of what had been presented originally. We examined instances in which subjects recalled all three relationships making up one of these triads without regard to the correctness of these responses. The results from Experiment 1 are shown in Table 4 . There was a significant tendency to generate balanced triads when the originally presented structure had been balanceable, and imbalanced triads when the original structure had been nonbalanceable, x z (1) = 13.04, p < .01. The results from Experiment 2 are also shown in Table 4 . However, since each subject received both types of incomplete structures, these data were analyzed differently than in Experiment 1. An index was computed for each subject in the following way: The number of balanced triads generated when the structure had been balanceable and the number of imbalanced triads generated when the structure had been nonbalanceable was first summed, from this was subtracted the number of imbalanced triads generated for the balanceable structure and the number of balanced triads generated for the nonbalanceable structure. This index was then tested against zero, t (26) = 2.30, p < .OS. The results replicate those from Experiment 1: Subjects tended to generate triads which were balanced when the original structure was balanceable and imbalanced when the original structure was nonbalanceable.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
All models predict a general advantage for balanced or balanceable structures, if we consider only the relations actually presented. The data from both studies support this prediction, although the magnitude of the effect is not extremely large.
The data on relationship presentation order should be more enlightening with regard to possible models of balance. According to "tension reducing" or similar models of the balance effect, the advantage for actually seen relations should be the same for all relations from the balance(d) (able) structures. Some coding models, on the other hand, suppose that subjects attempt to construct a social code from the relationships as they occur serially in the story. It is not until the third relationship that the balance (d) (able) stories differ from the nonbalance(d)(able) stories. Thus we might expect that the nonbalanced(d)(able) stories would show a marked inferiority from the third relationship on, but at most a small inferiority for the first two relationships presented.
The data from Figure 2 bear out this prediction. The difference between balance(d)-(able) and nonbalance(d)(able) structures is negligible until presentation position three (the first relationship indicating imbalance), at which time performance drops for the nonbalance^) (able) structures. This finding is explicable in terms of a serial encoding model, but seems difficult to understand by more traditional treatments of balance.
Perhaps the most crucial data for distinguishing among possible models for the recall of social structures arise from subjects' errors when they recall a relationship (as "like" or "dislike") which was not actually presented. Let us call these errors "intrusions." Do such intrusions indicate a bias toward either balance or imbalance? Any model predicting a general trend toward balance would predict all intrusions to appear in the direc-tion of balance, whether the original structure was balanceable or nonbalanceable. The data clearly indicate that if the story was originally balanceable, intrusions were biased toward balance. If the story was originally nonbalanceable, however, the intrusions showed just as strong a tendency toward imbalance.
All theories proposing generalized drifts toward balance for any incomplete structure appear to be in conflict with these intrusion data. We propose instead an encoding model. During presentation, the stories are encoded in a way that indicates them to be either "socially balanced and logical" or "socially imbalanced and illogical." At testing, this code is recalled. Then in instances where a subject is uncertain of the direction of a relationship, he makes a guess consistent with his recalled code. Thus, intrusions tend toward balance for balanceable structures and imbalance for nonbalanceable structures. These arguments are supported by the studies by Cottrell (Note 2) and Cottrell, Ingraham, and Monfort (1971) .
There are undoubtedly many models capable of explicating the present data. Even among the coding models, a number of plausible models can be constructed. Awaiting further data, we lean toward a coding model making the following assumptions:
1. The concept of social balance and imbalance is real and significant to subject. He has verbal labels or images to discriminate instances of balance from those of imbalance.
2. The codes for balanced situations are easier, shorter, and more available than those for imbalanced situations.
3. Subject constructs a social code serially, in the order of presentation of the relationships in a story; he attempts to add new social information to the structure that has been constructed to that point.
4. Subject finds it easier to retrieve from memory social structures encoded in shorter or simpler fashion.
5. When uncertain of the sentiment for a particular relation during recall, subject will bias his response, or guess, in accord with any simple, general description of the structure as a whole that can be recalled.
The model therefore suggests that subjects have some type of general code to distinguish balanced(d) (able) from imbalance(d) (able) structures as a group, in addition to the assumption that specific balanced codes are simpler and more available. This model has some parallels with that of Potts (1972) , who presented incomplete linear orderings. Subjects in his experiments tended to order items linearly, filling in the missing relationships and storing the resulting complete structure. In his studies, subjects had a logical rule by which to form the structure; in our studies, we suggest subjects used social rules.
In conclusion, our view of balance theory as a cognitive organizing principle and our theory of serial encoding offer an alternative to the traditional models of balance. However, our results do provide strong support for the reality of balance as a cognitive principle. Thus we have been able, on the one hand, to support the notions of balance as a cognitive structure and as a simplifying code, and on the other hand, to reject the hypothesis that there exists a "mindless drift" toward balance.
